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}\. SCOPE OF SUHVEY AND HEPOR1r 
-----~--- -- -~--·----- --~·«-- --~-~---
' r ~ ,rf' 
At the :1.nvitation of the Undt:r Secretal-iy of the: Navy, 
r.1r. Pa.\.:.1 B. Fay, Jr., the following persons we.:r:~;~:~ constituted a~J <t 
~)urvey Board on Graduate Education for Naval ott~cers, and con:~~~~~u 
for their first meeting at Monterey on 10, 1~.~~ 8.11d 12 August, Jl)<l-~, 
with the exception of Rear Admiral Reich, U3N, who was unable Lu be 
rresent: 
Doctor Joseph M. Pettit, Chairman , 
Dean, School of Engineering, Stanford University 
Vice Admiral George F. Beardsley, USl'T (Re~!), Secretary 
Doctor Norris E. Bradbury . 
Director, Los Alamos Scientific LaborJtory 
Honorable Jeffery Cohelan , 
House of Representatives, U. S. Cong~~ss 
Doctor A. Bernard Drought 
Academic Dean, U. s. Naval Academy 
Rear Admiral Denys ti. Knoll, USN 
Oceanographer of the Navy 
Doctor Wilbert F. Koehler 
Dean of Pr>ograms, u. s. Naval Postgraduate School 
Honorable William s. Mailliard 
House of Representatives, u. s. Congress 
'· 
Dean George J. Maslach 
Dean, College of Engineering, University of California 
Doctor Robert J. Parden 
Dean, College of Engineering, Uni ·.rersi ty of Santa Cl3.£'a 
Vice Admiral William F ~ Raborn, Jr., USN (Ret) 
Rear Admiral Eli T. Reich, USN 
Surface Missile ProJect Officer, Navy Dept. 
Rear Admiral Allen M. Shinn, USN 
Chief, Bureau of Naval Weapons 
Doctor Allen E. Vivell 
Academic Dean, u.s. Naval Postgraduate School 
1l1he Board met in full session for the three days mentioned, 
f:lrst h~aring extensive briefings, as arranged by the u. s. Nav·al 
PoRtgradua te School ancl descr-1 bed in Item ( l) i\ppendi~' A. j:>,:p;;, ns 
~JY·esenting these brl ef'ings or otherwise appearing befope tft,: Jloa1•d 
ar-e listed in Appendix B. The Board was also pr-oVided wlth an 
1 
c~:xtensi ve compendiwn of information concerning the postgroadua 'lt~ , 
programs in the Navy (Item 2) Appendix A), including sununaries of 
1 the activities and findings of previous Boards. Other i terns furn1 ull-::~(" 
the Board are also listed in Appendix A. 
Following the briefings and a study of the vlri tten material, 
the Board convened in closed session for approximately one and one-
half' days to consider specifically the issues enumerated in the letter 
of 7 July 1964 frnm the Under Secretary to the Chai1.man of the Board. 
The Board soon became aware that one of the areas to be 
investigated Has the top academic administration of the Postgraduate 
School, which issue was difficult to deal with in the presenoe of 
members of the Schnol itself. Hence with the concurrence of the 
entire Board, including Deans Vivell and Koehler themselves, the 
Chairman requested that the Deans excuse themselves from a portion of ~. 
the proceedings. Subsequent to this meeting the Chairman requested 
the Under Secretary to excuse Deans Vi vell and Koehler from membership 1 i 
on the Board, in order that the Board might thereby be restricted .. · i 
only to members who \'/ere not affiliated with the Postgraduate School. . I 
The Under Secretary effected this change. 
After adjournment of the full Board on 12 August, two members, 
Admirals Beardsley and Knoll, remained at Monterey for an additional 
two days of investigation and preparing a draft covering the discussion 
and reconunendations vrhich had been arrived at by the Board. 
The Board held a final meeting at the School on October 12 - 13, 
1964. Members unable to be present at that meeting were Bradbury, 
Parden, Raborn, and Reich; written comments were sent from all of them~ 
The Board was conscious of several limiting factors, such as 
the short time before a final report was due (15 October 1964 initially 
lack of prior contact with the problems, and limitations on available 
time of the individual members of the Board. The Board was conscious 
of the fact that other Boards had reviewed various aspects of the 
Program, and had prepared reports in varying degrees of depth. It was 
thus concluded that the greatest service would be rendered if the 
Board took a comprehensive look at the postgraduate operation of the 
Navy, covering all the specific issues enwnerated in the 7 July letter 
Crom the Under Secretary, and then singling out a few major issues 
which emerged strongly and on which the Board could--within the obvious 
limits--arrive at some conclusions or recommendations. 
With the exception of the issues covered later in this report 
:::1nd based on the limited depth of the Board 1 s review, it is believed 
that the Navy's Postgraduate Educational Program is basically sound 
and is now being implemented in a generally very satisfactory manner. 
There appears to be a commendable increase in the quantity and quality 
<)f post-commissioning education generally in line with Navy Department 
needs as now stated. 
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n.. NAVY EDUCATIONAL REQUIREMENrrs 
The board decided that a comprehensive survey of the Naval 
Postgraduate Educational Program could logically start with a rev12~ 
of (a) recent Navy Department studies and J?Olicy statements relative 
to the need for postgraduate education, (b) the number of officers 
with postgraduate education required to fill billets, (c) number of 
officers already on board with postgraduate education, and (d) current 
p:l_ans for education over the next few years to meet all requirements. 
A review of the various studies and reports that have been 
made during the last ten years pertinent to naval officer education 
clearly indicates a need for postgraduate education, though considerable 
difference of opinion exists on the extent of the need and how to 
best meet the requirement. Finally, there seems to have been some 
vacilation with resulting changing policies relative to some aspects 
of the program. 
1. SECNAV Policy on Postgraduate Education of Naval Officers 
SECNAV Instruction 1520.4, OP-09, of 7 March 1963 contains 
an enclosure stating SECNAV policy on postgraduate education of naval 
officers. The points emphasized in paragraph 9 of this enclosure are 
good: 
"a. Raise the educational base of our naval officers. 
b. Increase by undergraduate full-time study, or by self 
study, the numbers of officers qualified for graduate education. 
c. Encourage voluntary application for graduate education. 
d. Order to advanced education as many qualified officers as 
possible to meet the Navy's billet requirements for graduate education. 
e. Exploit the graduate education of individuals by appropriate 
duty assignments, giving due attention to the broad professional 
experience needs which supplement the officer's educational background. 
('rhe greater the numbers of postgraduates the more the application of 
this policy can be expedited.) 
f. Insure that performance in all duty assignments is the 
primary criterion for advancement. Emphasize to all officers that 
graduate education, coupled with outstanding performance, will enhance 
an officer's chances of advancement by enlarging the sphere of sub-
specialty duty assignments for which he will be eligible. Selectio:-1 
boards must recognize this as a potent factor in judging the career 
performance of naval officers considered for advancement." 
It can be improved if the need for technically trained 
officers should be emphasized as the primary requirement in raising the 
et1ucational base of naval officers. The education and technical 
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training uf certain naval officers, leading to BS (Desig) and fJ!.'). ( l>c;:~i {;: 
~;hculcl continue to be the primary mission of the Naval Postgr•a,:iuu.~F; 
School. It should be an enunciated SECNAV policy to educate i.,cchn1ca11;; 
the required number of most qualified officers with the equivalent 
of BS and MS in designated disciplines. 
The BA/BS curriculum of the Naval Postgraduate School is 
(1esigned to raise the educational base of a substantial group of 
naval officers. This appears to be a very effective and worthwbi1e 
program. 
2. Determination of Postgraduate Officer Billet Requirements 
Several of the studies of the late 1950's recommended 
differing numbers of billets requiring postgraduate education, stressed 
the shortage of officers now trained, and suggested different solutions 
It is understood that a P-coding system was initiated in 
the late 1950's and modified in 1962. It is also known that this 
program was further modified and hopefully improved by OPNAV Instructio! 
1211.6 of 22 September 1964 to supply a fairly realistic count of 
those billets now considered to require incumbents with graduate level 
education (P code billets) and those subspecialty billets (S code 
billets) requiring baccalaureate level education. 
It would appear that this or some similar system should 
furnish sufficient data from which fairly accurate determinations 
could be made of current and near future postgraduate requirements. 
As there is a built-in lead time of from 3-5 years in 
educating an officer at the graduate level, it would appear necessary 
that personnel requirements be planned with considerable accuracy for 
the next five years and even desirable that these plans be extended 
tm'lard 10 years. These plans should be updated annually. The Board 
understands that the Combs Board is currently studying billet require-
ments afloat and ashore. generally in line with the above biilet 
descriptions and recowmended time span. 
While the Board had available to it copies of previous 
studies and reports, it did not receive a briefing explaining the 
Navy 1 s methodf> for detennining actual postgraduate requirement::. As 
a result, it is in no position to pass judgment relative to the validlt~ 
of present or futu1·e l'equirements. However, it was advised that, as 
of January 1, 196L~, the officer billet and inventory requirements 
wer·e as follows: 
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Number' of officers -v.fi th PG 
required to fill billets 
Number of (jf'fJJ•E> r: 
on board with PC 
Unrestricted Line 4,718 3,727 
Hc.ostr1cted Line 1,667 1,393 
Staff Corps 953 1,256 
This indicates a total requirement for 7,338 officers with 
postgraduate education or approximately 10% of the total officer 
strength. One might question the validity of this figure for a wide 
variety of reasons. However, in this age of rapid technological 
development and increasingly complex naval equipment, it really doesn't 
sound too high and if anything may prove to be too low in the immediate 
years ahead. While it is r-ecognized that the Navy has multiple require 
ments for officer personnel with difficult problems of recruiting, 
educating, assigning, motivation, etc., it would appear completely 
feasible to give postgraduate education to at least 10% of its officer 
strength. The Board therefore assumes that this stated requirement is 
both reasonable and attainable and does in fact represent a fairly 
accurate statement of current Navy needs, pending the implementation of 
OPNAV Instruction 1211.6 of 22 September 1964 and the findings of the 
Combs Board. 
The previously indicated table indicates some shortage of 
restricted line officers and considerable shortage of unrestricted 
line officers with postgraduate educations to meet currently stated 
r·equirements. It is realized that the implementation of the OPNAV 
Instruction and the findings of the Combs Board will probably change 
the above stated requirements somewhat: 
Recommendation (1) The Navy should establish and maintain 
a 5-10 year personnel plan showing among other things, billet 
and officer requirements for postgraduate education afloat 
and ashore. 
Recommendation ( 2) 1l'hese plans should be updated annually 
to ensure keeping abreast and hopefully ahead of new 
scientific, engineering and educational developments and 
Navy requirements. 
Recommendation (3) BuPers take appropriate action to 
oraer enough of1'icers to advanced technical education 
and professional training to meet Navy requirements on 
a timely basis. 
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3. Uniqueness of Navy Postgraduate Education 
'Ilf1e Navy Postgraduate Education Program is designeci to 
broaden the education of naval officers to meet their increasing 
responsibilities as they advance in rank. It is impracticable to 
~ducate an officer for the whole period of his active service by his 
initial instruction as he enters active service. The postgraduate 
educational program provides the unification and confirmation of the 
officer's earlier education~ and in addition, includes progressive 
instruction in technical subjects to enhance his usefulness to the 
Navy and to help him to discharge his duties as a "superior-subordinate. 
In addition to being a well-rounded naval officer, each officer in 
today's Navy, vvith its many highly complex equipments, should be 
more than ever a specialist or subspecialist in at least one specific 
technical subject. 
'fhe students who enter the Postgraduate Educational Program 
have been carefully screened as promising naval officers, and only 
those with outstanding performance records are assigned to the program. 
As an officer pursues his courses, he is not a part of a "sink or 
swim" operation. It is to the advantage of the individual officer 
and the Navy, that each participant in the program obtain the maximum 
benefits from the time spent in postgraduate work. To ensure this, 
courses are altered, readjusted, and tailored to the individual's 
mental capacity and the Navy's needs. In this respect, the Navy 
curricula, although comprising an educational program of high ~xcellt!noe 
differs from those provided in recognized universities and technical 
institutions. Wit~out diluting the academic excellence, the Navy 
through its postgraduate educational program has been educating its 
own promising officers to perform their duties better~ and at the same 
time to improve their promotion potential for the future. The require-
ment and opportunity for such flexibility is greater today and for 
the foreseeable future than in the past. 
lf. Role and M~§_§.:L_(lp of the U. S. Naval Postgraduate School 
The Board was impressed with the definitive statement of 
the mission and tasks of the u. s. Naval Postgraduate School as 
stated in enclosure (1) to BUPERS letter Pers-C22l:LLO of 3 February 
1964~ namely: 
"1. Mission. The mission of the U. S. Naval Postgraduate .School 
promulgated by SECNAV NOTICE r51J-50 dtd 3 Aug 1960 is as follo\118: 
To conduct and direct the Advanced Education of commissioned 
officers~ to broaden the professional knowledge of general line 
officers and to provide such other indoctrinations,technical and 
professional instruction as may be prescribed to meet the needs of 
the naval service. In support of the foregoing, to foster and 
8ncourage a program of research in order to sustain academic excellence. 
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(:'. Tasks. The tasks to be accomplished i:n support of the above 
nlsslon are as follows: 
. 
a. Provide advanced engineering education through its own 
facilities at Monterey, and by supervision of the education of 
officer students at various civilian institutions throughout the 
country. 
b. Provide advanced professional education by the General Line 
eurricuJum, undergraduate education in the BS/BA curricula, and 
special programs as required to meet the needs of the Navy. 
c. Provide graduate management education through the medium 
of the Management curriculum. 
d. Provide courses of instruction for Senior Foreign Officers." 
The Board soon realized that in spite of its name, the 
Naval Postgraduate School is not a postgraduate institution, per se, 
and is no longer intended to be such. The School as now organized 
and operating is really providing post-commissioning education, and 
is properly fulfilling Navy needs. 
Tl1e School has a mixed mission, namely, to raise the 
educational level of naval officers, and to provide, for qualified 
officers, technical education and professional training in order 
that they may be better prepared to fill important duty assignments 
-~'lith the Fleet and shore establishment. The increasing technological 
developments are adding quantum improvements to the Fleet's combatant 
capabilities. An increasing number of technically oriented officers 
will be required, in order that the offensive and defensive capa-
bilities of shipboard equipment may be effectively exploited. 
Conceivably there is a need and use in the Navy for officers 
educated above the baccalaureate level (BS Designated) and yet below 
the MS level. This would permit some graduate level education of 
those officers with lower academic potential or any officers who for 
career or other valid reasons should not devote 2 to 3 years to 
advanced schooling. 
The Naval Postgraduate School could l1ave an additional 
written task, namely, to recrnmnend amendments to update curricula 
consistent with technological advances and Navy needs. The School jn 
fact does this although not specifically provided for in the 
aforementioned letter. 
rrhe Postgraduate School, originally called School of Mo.r:l ne 
EngineerJng, was named the Postgraduate Department of the Naval 
1\cademy in 1912. 
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Since 1921 ~ the "Postgraduate School" has been recogru :~£;0 
;Javy~-vric1e as an educa.tional .institution that has provided the Nav;r 
with an incrc::asing number of t':;chnically and professionally train~·'! 
ofLLcers who have met the demands of advancing technologically ancl 
contributed in an outstanding manner to the development of a model'!'! 
Navy with technical equipment second to none. 
TI1e School has been indispensable to the growth and 
rnoderni za tion of tlle Navy through the years. Tllc Postgraduate ~)chuul, 
in the present age of exploding technology and the demands in years 
immediately ahead, promises to be more important for the future 
combatant effectiveness of the Navy than it has in the past. 
As an institution, and in view of the high quality of its 
product, the Postgraduate School must be maintained as an educational 
institution of the u. s. Navy, with the highest degree of exce11ence 
attainable in all departments. 
The name 11 Postgraduate School 11 does not completely deseribe 
the very important educational contributions that are being made 
at both the undergraduate and the graduate lev~l. It should be 
recognized that even the best civilian postgraduate schools are 
almost always associated vJith undergraduate schools. This condition 
of the USNPGS is certain to continue for the foreseeable future. In 
fact, the School's ability to handle mature officers arriving with 
varying degrees of academic accomplishments on a flexible and many 
times hand tailored basis to give each student the maximum education 
during his stay at the School is one of its greatest assets. 
The Board suggests that some thought be given to amenc1ing 
the name of the School to identify semant~cally its real mission. The 
name of "U. s. Naval College for Engineering, Science, and Management 11 
was suggested as an al terna ti ve. 
Recommendation ( !+) Hecognize the mixed undergraduate-graduate 
mission of the Naval Postgraduate School. 
Recommendation (5) Give further Gtudy to changing the name 
"Postgraduate Scri:Ool" to reflect more clearly its true 
mission. 
Recommendation (6) Require the Naval Postgraduate School 
take leadership to recommend/amend curricula consistent 
Hith technological developments and NavJ needs. 
Recorrunendation (7) Realize that under the stated mission 
graauate level- cui_:;i·1cula not leading to degr·ees are permitted 
<:mel probably should be encouraged in the future. 
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II, .SPECIIi'I C AREAS REQUESTBD rro BE SURVEYED 
A. SELECTIOt{ AND ASSIGN~lliNT OF srrUDENTS 
In fulfilling its mission to raise the technical and scientif 
educational level of naval officers and to meet Navy requirements 
for number::;, BUPERS has ordered students to the Postgraduate School 
11lth varying levels of academic accomplishment and educational 
potential. This is clearly indicated by graduate record exans now 
given after arrival and performance at Postgraduate School and other 
universities. The Postgraduate School is apparently doing an 
excellent job of screening officers after arrival and tailoring 
courses to meet individual needs. The result· has been a minimum of 
drop-outs and a significant increase in educational level of all 
officers con~leting whether they obtained a degree or not. In its 
desire to have maximu1n flexibility to meet these varying needs, the 
School offers a large number of courses. Administrative, scheduling~ 
and other problems plus inefficiency in teaching are increased as 
the spectrum of student capat2.lities and educational backgrounds are 
widened. One of the major advantages of the Postgraduate School is 
this flexibility and the Board fully supports this concept.. However, 
in view of the cost of bringing an officer to the School, and for 
other apparent reasons, it appears that a better method of selection 
of students is urgently required if a maximum output of students at 
a maximum level of education is desired. It nhould be possible to 
obtain the aptitude section of graduate record exams prior to selection 
by BUPERS. The results of these exams plus academic transcripts 
could be furnished to the t'ostgraduate School for review. Certain 
minimum standards should be established for all academic levels and 
curricula. The Postgraduate School could then advise BUPERS of 
candidates whose academic potential is fully acceptable~ borderline, 
or unsatisfactory. The BUPERS selection board could then review these 
results along with officer records. Its selection process would be 
greatly reduced in time and more importantly increased in effectiveness. 
The Board was advised that the u. s. Marine Corps has been following 
this procedure ~'lith considerable success. 
necommendation (8) It is strongly urged that an academic 
pre-seiecu·o-n.-screening and review procedure generally in 
accordance with the above plan be developed and impleme11ted 
at the earliest possible date. 
The Board was surprised to learn that, because of overriding 
Fleet requirements, many highly qualified officers desiring post-
graduate education are rqJ<:a teclly not madf$ available, and never 
receive the postgraduate technical education that the individual 
deserves, and from which the future operating Navy will benefit 
waterlally. 
There are evidently too many instances wherein officers witll 
·1c,c.;.demic qualifications of I3 average or better, and l'lith outstanding 
performance records, do not receive the advanced technical education. 
In lieu of educating the best qualified officers, the advanced 
:;.::clm:i cal training is too .often given to B and C officers bt~c<.·une 
the Detail Officers :l n DUPERS are not consistently and realisLi :.;a}.·~'! 
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Implementing policy i · provilin3 postgraduate ~· .cation t 1..l tllt; · 
rrklximum number of best qualified officers in the Navy. 
'rhe DUPERS criterion for not making a fully qual1fic(1 o.t'f'Jcc1· 
available for postgpaduate technical education should be care£'u1Jy 
reviewed, and amended, in order that a greater number of the 
academically qualified officers with outstanding performance r·eec.1·ds 
may be given postgraduate technical education, and thus raise the 
technical excellence of the potential senior officers and futur·e 
Flag Officers of the Navy. The Navy needs these officers with such 
technical competence. 
Recommendation (9) 'f'he Ctlief of Naval Personnel review 
and amend DUPERS policy 7 in order that Detail Officers 
may make greater efforts to order more of the fully 
qualified officers with above average academic records 
to postgraduate education. 
Despite the Secretary of the Navy policy statements relative 
to the urgent need for graduate education, there appears to be some 
lingering doubt on the part of some professionally and academically 
outstanding officers themselves that postgraduate education can 
enhance their Navy promotional opportunities. 
Recommendation (10) The Navy should continue its efforts 
to convince outstanditJg younger officers that postgraduate 
education does in fact increase their contribution to th,; 
Navy and their promotio11al potential at all levels. 
B. CURRICULUM 
The Board unrlerstands that the curricula offered at the 
Postgraduate School and other universities have evolved over a period 
of time to meet the needs of the Navy, the changing mission of the 
School 7 the quality and level of input and rapidly changing 
scientific and engir1eering educational developments. Under these 
circumstances, there is a tendency for an increasing growth in 
number of courses with narrower fields. All educational institu-
tions experience this growth, and periodically must undertalcc.: a 
house-cleaning and refinewent. 
The Postgraduate ;)chool is to be commended for undertaki.llg 
0 uch a review dur·ing the period October·, 1963 to April, 1964. Its 
SCAN and Super-SCAN Committees conducted a very comprehensive review 
of all curricula and many of the resulting recommendations have 
already been implemented. A spot review of these reports and result-
ing actions clearly indicate that this was a very worthwhile effort 
with many beneficial results. 
The Board realizes that for the immediate future it will 
l·r·obably be necessary for the School to accept stwJents with a wide 
var·iety of academic backgrounds, necessitatirH"j a broad offering of 
courses. However, it believes that some further refinement and 
consolidation is possible with overall advantages and no Gi~:;nifici:int 
reduction in educational effectiveness. It is understood tll:1~ tl1t~ 
,':)r: hoo 1 agrees Hi th tlli s posi tlon and intends to ;;onduc t 1'u r·tht:1 · 
.;r:tdit:f> r•C its courses witJ1 the view to reduce the number c~r couifW 
1·l'.:J·irlf',:J und<::r· it~" var·~ous curricula. 
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Naval officers assigned to the technical bureaus ba•~d':aJJ .1 ,L' 
not design engineers. Rather they are concerned primarlly wi tf1 ti h:: 
technical managemept of all phases of weapons systems from concept 
to ~cetirement. Therefore, technical postgradll;ate education sll.:-Julu be 
generally oriented to basic sciences and broad engineering fields 
rather than highly developed specialist courses. Students should be 
allowed a relatively small percentage of his courses to be chosen 
from various options of specialized personal interest. 'I'hi s basi·~ 
education in science and engineering should equip an officer to f1ll 
a variety of billets and permit him to talk to designers and con-
tractors without being misled or confused. 
To fully equip such an officer to fulfill his technical manage-
ment duties some education in Management Engineering would also be 
highly desirable. This could now be done by reducing the number of 
technical courses and offering management courses with no extension 
of time in school. 
Recommendation (11) The School should continue to take 
positive action to keep its courses up-to-date, adequate 
in scope and content to meet Navy requirements, but 
minimal in total number. 
Recommendation (12) The Navy should also foresee and 
establish new curricula in time to perm:Lt orderly prepa-
ration of courses, input of students, and graduation to 
meet new educational requirements. 
Recommendation (13) Review of curricula should include 
the degree of inter-connection required between the 
technical and management curricula in order to meet the 
Navy's pressing needs for officers well educated for 
duties as technical program managers. 
C. IN'3TRTJCTIOtT fl. ED ACADEMIC METHODS 
--~ ------~ -----------· -~-----
1. Clas:.:: :j~ ~c: &i1C., l ~2 -~:1 oc~ ~3 
Classroom sizes generally dictate small classes with e-m 
average class of approximately 17 students. It is understood that 
the newer buildings were designed primarily for an average class 
size of from 15 to 24 students. While this may be appropriate for 
some courses at the gradu::tte level, lecture courses can and should be 
taught to large classea if economy of operation is a factor. Moreover, 
as it appears that undergraduate-level education as well as graduate 
will have to continue at the School for the foreseeable futureJ all 
future buildings and any modifications of present buildings should 
provide for some classes of much larger size. In the inter·im~ 1 t 
would appear feasible to employ some of the newer teaching techniques 
such as closed circuit TV to conduct larger sections of lecture 
courses (undergraduate level in particular), and thereby help meet 
the increasing student input at the earliest possible date. The 
Board is convinced that this can be done with no degradation of 
educational excellence. In fact, it might improve. 
11 
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Recommendation ~14) All future academic buildings shouhl 
have some consi erably laPger classrooms. 
Recommendation' (15) Modifications to present buildings 
should provide for ··larger classrooms wherever. feasible. 
Recommendation (16) Maximum use should be made of newer 
teaching techniques such as closed circuit TV, to further 
increase size of classes in the present facilities with 
no increase in faculty. 
2. Length of Programs 
It is realized that the Postgraduate School mission in 
part is to "broaden the professional knowledge of general line 
officers and to provide such other indoctrination, technical and 
professional instruction as may be prescribed to meetthe needs of 
the naval service." 
It should be recognized ~hat under this broad mission a 
, wide variety of programs can be offered. These should include 
traditional degree terminating programs, sho~t refresher courses, 
surveys of modern developments in technical and management fields 
and continuing education offerings which could be available to~~ 
broad spectrum of officers at various stages of their naval careers. 
At the present time the degree oriented program dominates the School's 
effort, with students retained for an unusually long period of time. 
Due to deficient educational backgrounds and years out of school, 
many students now require undergraduate work and/or "warm up" 
instruction. These all tend to extend further the stay at school. 
CUrrently most students in the graduate technical programs receive 
more courses than the minimum degree requirements. 
Appendices C and D show length of stay at school for some 
360 officers who were awarded various designated BS degrees (Technical) 
and MS degrees (Technical) by the U. s. Naval Postgraduate School 
dur:i.ng the last zchool year· .. ~ Students receiving (jesig~ated BS degrees 
(Technical) averaged 23 months and those receiving l\13 degrees (Technica:J 
averaged 26 months. Some of the latter with special backgrounds were 
awarded degrees in 12 months while others in such courses as EE and 
Aero took 34 months. 
The Board acknowledges the probable future utilization of 
the numerous extra courses above minimum degree requirements and 
existence of other factors which dictate the length of stay at the 
Naval Postgraduate School. It agrees that the current high degree 
standards should be maintained. It also notes the cu~rent shortage 
of officers with technical postgraduate education. Larger student 
inputs are scheduled but there appears to be some doubt as to whetl1er 
both quantit;.r and quality (educationally) can be increased sufficiently. 
The Navy must balance the relative advantages of the degree of 
education per individual or the number that can be educated. If 
nuwbers are important it is believed that certain actions could be 
taken to reduce the stay at the Naval Postgraduate School for at 
least some of the officers. Reducing the number of yea1.·s ou>:.:; of 
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uchool before starting at the Postgraduate School is one. SpecU'J(ji_~.l Jy, 
a small number of officers could enter the Postgraduate School 
cilr·ectly out of the Naval Academy and other universities. 
The new curriculum at the U. s. Naval Academy 1rdll allov1 
many more of its graduates to complete a technical major before 
graduation. A smaller number will not only complete the work for a 
major but will also be able to earn six to nine credits of advanced 
worlc which could be transferred to a civilian college as graduate 
credit. Thus students could conceivably complete the requirements 
for a M.aster' s Degree at selected ci vili.an universities_ during the 
summer term and the fall semester immediately following graduation 
and commissioning. Such a program should be investigated by th& 
u. S. Naval Academy and if feasible recommended to BUPERS for con-
sideration. Similar programs should be considered for the regular 
NROTC students at their university. The U. s. Air Force Academy has 
already a similar arrangement with some civilian universities: •. 
Other potential students could be required or at least 
encouraged to take correspondence courses where they are def±cient. 
Tighter control could be maintained over the number of desirable but 
extra courses now required. Greater efforts could be exerted to 
upgrade the educational capacity of applicants for postgraduate 
education. 
Recommendation (17) Take appropriate steps to insure 
that each officer spends the minimum time at the Naval 
Postgraduate School commensurate with the overall needs 
of the Navy for postgraduate education •. 
Recommendation .LJlU The Chief of Naval Personnel should 
require the School to propose a variety of non-degree 
programs to be available to officers at all stages of 
their careers. 
Hecon1.lnendation ( 122_ Review the plan for input of officers 
wTne-Navai-PoStgraduate School and civilian universities 
and revise it so that they are assigned at theearliest 
feasible point in their careers. A few highly selected 
officers should be assigned upon graduation for no longer 
than approximately nine months work leading to MS degrees. 
Other officers should be assigned after 3 to 5 years 
(maximum) following graduation depending on code designation 
and service need, but with emphasis on earliest feasible 
assignment to postgraduate studies. 
Many fine universities do not now require a filS thesis. 
Mx:)st naval officers will not continue their education at the Ph. D. 
level or become personally and directly involved in research projects. 
;rowever, there probably is some merit in having officer MS degree 
'~andidates in technical fields prepare a thesis based on work with 
a professor on a research project. Such project work is of edu-
cational value as a supplement to fonnal class work, bec~use the 
student as an individual must integrate and apply his lear·ning frc;n 
'nany different courses. 
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Hecor,unerrl.CJ.tion ( 20) continue to require a JvlS tb~sl :c,.l' 
except for unusw l c:irc1JIT,ctar;ces. 
3. Use of Civilian Schools 
The Navy has for many years sent a few officers directly 
to ci7ilian schools for certain curricula. Other officers :have 
currunenced their studies at the Postgraduate School and completed them 
at civilian schools. :.Jome of the programs utilizing civilian schools, 
such as the aerological and aeronautical, have been truly outstanding. 
While these programs may or may not be more expensive than complete 
education at the Postgraduate School, there can be other important 
advantages. 
Appendices E and F indicate the degrees which have been 
awarded during the period 1957 to 1964 both at the Naval Postgraduate 
School itself and at other universities. As can be seen there has 
been a relatively steady increase in the total number of undergraduate 
and graduate degrees during this period .. 
The Board found no eVidence that degrees awarded at the 
Naval Postgraduate School were anything but a high standard. 
The above indicated increase in degrees awarded plus the 
establishment and apparent mainti.iining of high degree standards 
indicate that the Navy has taken posi tivo steps to atterript to meet 
its stated requirements for additional officers with graduate education. 
As the Postgraduate School has grown in size and capability, 
plus the local awarding of degrees, there appears to be a natural 
tendency to send a smaller percentage of the students to civilian 
schools. This tendency is readiLy discernible in the date of appendices. 
E and F. In some curricula, no students are sent to civilian schools. 
While many reasons have been given that apparently justify this 
course of action, including alleged economy of money and time, the 
Board is of the opinion that this trend to educate an ever increasing 
percentage of the graduate level students solely at the Naval Post-
graduate School should not continue indefinitely. 
The present overall distribution of degrees between USN1-'G~) 
and civilian schools percentage wise is reasonable, but between the 
various curricula there is Y.Iide variation. The board believes that 
a few students out of every class in each of the technical curricula 
should take part or all of their NS w'O'rl{ at a civilian school. 
~.dmittedly this may cost scmewhat moreo It is also acknowledged that 
in most cases the student might not receive exactly the same course 
coverage. However, Lhere are numerous offsetting advantageso Better 
liaison between the Navy and the civilian technical community would 
be fostered, and there would be a continuing check on the academic 
effectiveness of the Postgraduate School~ 
( 
_Bec.ommendation (21) Reverse the past trend of sen.ding 
progressively fewer students to civilian universities. 
Recommendation(22) Send some students (about 25%) from 
each technical curricula to civilian universities. 
D. PHYSICAL FACILITIES 
The Board reviewed the Military Construction Program Jn l:l_mt te' 
~epth but sufficient to endorse existing plans for (1) Expansion or 
/\cademic Facilities (lst L10rement) and (2) Conversion of Buildjng 
221 to BOQ. These buildings will be required if the School is to 
meet the current student load. In view of the problems arising from 
the large number of small classrooms now available, and for other 
reasons, the Board strongly recommends that all future academic 
buildings be designed in line with the broader concepts of the BA/BS 
progran1, larger class~oom sizes, newer teaching aids such as closed 
circuit TV, and move-aorepar> l There should be adequate 
facilities for lectures to 75 to 1 0 tudents. 
There seems to be a genuine need for additional quiet study 
space, especially for married students with families. Increased 
library space would help, but other arrangements should be considered, 
such as out-of-hour use of classrooms and laboratories. , 
The Board did not inspect all facilJties. Based on those seen, 
the level of maintenance appears adequate today. However, the Board 
viewed the current level of funding for maintenance with some mis-
giv1~gs. It is understood that further discussion will be .held 
bet1·reen the School and the Bureau of Naval Personnel relative to this 
matter. It is recommended that these matters be resolved at an early 
date. 
Due to the age and type of construction of the original 
buildines and the unusual nature of the grounds and many fine trees, 
the Board believes that now and in the years ahead the School will 
require special consideration relative to levels of maintenance and 
funding support. 
Recommendation (23) The Navy obtain the appropriations 
necessary for the above listed military construction 
items at the earliest possibel date. 
Recommendation ( 2L~) Urgent consideration should be 
given to problems of funding current and future 
maintenance of ground and buildings. 
E. FISCAL MATTERS 
The Postgraduate School has had a Comptroller organization 
L cr some years with a centralization of official allotment.~ recorc1s. 
H'.:>wever, it appears that the office was not operating in the true 
full sense of a Comptroller's function. Pirm steps have been tA.ken 
to correct this condition. The Cornptr·oller has been advised that he 
.;ill fully participate in regular staff' meetings and should be:: 
r~::nared to bring up any matter affecting the financial operatl ::)n:c; 
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of the School deemed appropriate. He has been di1•ected tu ec:lttr· .• l 1 ~·. · 
2 Lt Comptroller functiona within his office and to prepare and 
distribute all finanqial r'eports necessary to permit the best v; raJ 't 
operation of the School. 
Recommendat~on. (25) The Comptroller operations be eevi8vJed 
about one year from now to check on status, progress, and 
possible problem areas. 
The Board was advised that the School is actively supf!orting 
the Navy Physical Fitness Program. While it is realized that student 
academic loads are heavy, the Board fully supports the continuation 
of the current Physical Fitness Program. 
The level of research nm-1 in effect at the Naval Postgraduate 
School is insufficient to sustain the academic excellence. (SECNAV 
Notice 5450 dated 3 August 1960.) 
~1e major aspect of the question of research at the Naval '· 
l)ostgradvate School has more to do with this activity as being 
desirable for the faculty than for the students. One would expect 
to find in a faculty well qualified to teach at the graduate level--
hopefully on the growing edge of new technology--that they would be 
involved in study and investigation in these new fields. There ls 
ample evidence that opportunity exists for such research wort~, <:tnd 
that administrative policy encourages it. One would not expect that 
every member of the faculty would be so engaged, nor that any would 
be engaged more than perhaps one-third or one-half of their time. 
On the other hand, the Board found that only 6% to 7% of the faculty 
time--averaged over the entire faculty--was accountable as resear·ch. 
TI1is seems too small. An increased research program both in quality 
and quantity will attract rnore high quality professors, and · 
simultaneously improve the quality of incumbent professors, stilllulate 
more student participation, and enhance the reputation of the Naval 
· Postg1•ac1uate School. Research should not be 1imi ted to purely 
naval topics. 
t'Jhile the Board does not feel that the Postgraduate S~lwol 
should strive to be a major research establishment--nor that lt 
would necessarily ever be successful in doing so--the existence of 
a good research progr·am 1 s basically beneficial to the School. 
Student participation is important too, partly because it helps 
to get the research done, and partly that it is good experience 
for the student t.o have this brief participation in research. Ao 
mentioned in the sectiun of this report entitled "Length of Progl'ums," 
the resear'ch expe1·ience and the MS thesis which can result from this 
vwrl{ is not to be misconstrued as training the officer for a research 
career, but rather giving him this one experience of technical work 
where he can bring together some of his formal classroom learning on 
a significant problem. 
Recommendation ( 26) Conti11ue to foster an increase in t'i•C: 
quaTicyand quantit:X of research conducted at the lJ. ::L 
Naval ~G8tgraduate 0chodl. 16 
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H. FUTURE S URV.EY .S 
The Board is of the opinion that the Navy must maintc:~l11 U~l 
J..ggressive Postgraduate Education Program and that, if anythlng, 
this requirement may take on greater importance in the coming yearH. 
'/lihile the Navy has always recognized the need and had such a progr.<-tm 
in the past, there appears to have been an increasing realizc..tion 1n 
recent years of the urgent need for more officers vii th varying le'JAls 
of graduate education both afloat and ashore. The Navy has talcen 
steps to meet this need in a most commendable manner. However, it 
will apparently be a number of years before currently known require-
ments will be met. The Board hopes that its limited survey will be 
helpful to the Navy in reaching its goals at theearliest date. This 
must be a dynamic program and it is suggested that the Navy might 
find it useful to have an independent review on an annual basis. 
The Board recommends such action vd th some continuing membership to 
help ensure a carry-over of knowledge. 
In addition to the concept of a continuing Survey Board, 
the present Board sees also a need for a "Secretary of the Navy Policy 
Board." The function of this board corresponds to the Board of 
Trustees of an academic institution or the Board of Directors o.r a 
corporation. This board would greatly assist the Chief' of the 
Bureau o~ Naval Personnel and the Superintendent of the. Postgraduate 
School, who are and must continue to be responsible for management 
of the program. 
Recommendation (27) 1~e Navy should establish a survey 
Board on Post Conm1issioning Education to function generally 
similar to the Naval Academy's Board of Visitors. It 
should meet approximately annually to review the entire 
Navy program. Three-year appointments would be appropriate, 
vJi th rotating membership. Appointments could be generally 
limited to Senators and Representatives, academic officials 
of stature, di:~tinguished business leaders, and retired 
naval officers. 
Recommendation (28) Establish a Secretary of the Navy 
Policy Board on Post Commissioning Education. ~1emberr~llip 
should generally be confined to the SecretariatJ the 
Chief of Naval Personnel and other senior active duty F'lag 
Officers. 
III. CONCLUSIONS 
The Board round the Naval Postgraduate Programs to be .in a 
state of reasonably good health, but also in need of continuing 
improvement if top stature is the goal. Specific recommendaticms have 
been recorded throughout this report and are here recapitulated for 
convenient perusal. They are listed in order of presentation in the 
report ')\an~ no relative priority should be inferred thereby. 
' ( l) Th·~ Navy should establish and maintain a 5-10 year 
,\ personnel plan showing among other things, billet and 
'fficer requirements for postgraduate education 2float 
and ashore. (See page 5) 
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( 2) These plans should be upcla ted annually to enm1 J ·c 
keeping abre~st and hopefully ahead of new scientific, 
engineering and educational developments and NZJ.vy 
requirements. (See page 5) 
(3) BUPERS talw appropriate action to order enough 
officers to advanced technical education and pro-
fessional training to meet Navy requirements on a 
timely basis. (See page 5) 
(4) Recognize the mixed undergraduate-graduate mission 
of the Naval Postgraduate School. (See page 8) 
(5) Give further study to changing the name "Postgraduate 
School" to reflect more clearly its true mission. 
( Sr:e page 8) 
{6) Require the Naval Postgraduate School take leadership 
to recommend/amend curricula consistent with technological 
developments and Navy needs. (See page 8) 
(7) Realize that under the stated mission graduate 
level curricula not leading to detr•'ees '·re permitted 
and probably should be encouraged .ln t:·f;· fut:Jre. 
(See page 8) 
(8) It is strongly urged that an academic pre-selection 
screening and review procedure generally in accordan~e wlth 
the above plan be developed and implemented at the 
earliest possible date. (See page 9) 
(9) Tl1e Chief of Naval Personnel revim-v and amend 
BUPERS policy, in order that rx_;tail Officers may make 
greater efforts to order mor~ of the fully qualified 
officers with above avera~e ~· , :demic records to 
postgraduate education. (Se~ Jage 10) 
(10) 'The Havy should continue its efforts to convince 
outstanding younger officers that postgraduate education 
does in fact increase their contribution to the Navy 
and thel~ promotional potential at all levels. (See 
page 10) 
(ll) Tile School should cont:nue to take positive actiun 
to keep its courses up-to-date, adequate in scope and 
content to meet Navy requirements, but minimal in total 
number. (See page 11). 
( 12) 'l'Le Navy should ah;o fc ''esee and establish nevi 
curricula in time -::-o pe:e;nj t ~:'de.L'ly pr·eparation of cotn'L>e;:;;, 
input of students, und ~radu~tion to meet new educational 
requirements. (See page 11) 
(13) Review of curricula should include the degree of 
inter-connection required between the technical and 
managemer.1t curricula in order to meet the Navy'G 
pressing needs for officers well educated f6r dutieG 
as technical program managers. (See page 11) 
(14) All future academic buildin~s should have 
considerably larger classrooms. (See page 12) 
some 
(15) Modifications to present buildings should lJrovidu 
for larger classrooms wherever/feasible. (See page 12) 
(16) Maximum use should be made of newer teaching 
techniques such as closed circuit TV, to further increase 
size of classes in the present facilities with no 
increase in i'acul ty. (See page 12) 
(17) Take appropriate steps to insure that each officer 
spends the minimum time at the Naval Postgraduate School 
commensurate with the overall needs of the Navy for 
postgraduate education. {See page 13) 
( 18) The Chief of Naval Personnel shm1ld require the 
School to propose a variety of non--deg:t.e:e programs to 
be available to officers at all stages of their careers. 
(See page 13) 
{ 19) Review the plan for input of officers to the Na v<: :t 
Postgraduate School and civilian universities and revise 
it so that they are assigned at the earliest feasible 
point in their careers. A few highly selected officers 
should be assigned upon graduation for no longer than 
approximately nine months work leading to MS degrees. 
Other officers should be assi[ned after 3 to 5 years 
(maximum) following graduation depending on code 
designatic'i1 and service need~ l ut with emphasis on 
earliest feasible assigmnent Gv postgraduate studies. 
(See page 13) 
(20) Continue to r>equire n MS thesis, except for un-
usual ci rct@stanceB. (See page llt) 
(21) Reverse the past trend of sending progressively 
fewer students to civilian universities. (See page 15) 
(22) Send srnne students (about 25%) from each technical 
curricula to civilian universities. (See page 15) 
(23) rrhe Navy obta1n the app:':'opriations necessary for 
the above listed military con:Jtruction items at the 
earliest possible dGte. (See page 15) 
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( 21~) Urgent .consideration should be given to prob lr:Jtl~; 
of funding C1Jrrent and future maintenance of ground;:; 'L uJ 
buildings. (See page 15) 
(25) The Comptroller operations be reviewed about one 
year from now to check on status, progress, and possible 
problem areas. (See page 16) 
(26) Continue to foster an increase_in the quality und 
qu[-tnti ty of research conducted at the U. [J. l'Ia val 
Postgraduate School. (See page 16) 
(27) The Navy should establish a Survey Board on Post 
Commissioning Education to function generally similar 
to the Naval Academy's Boar·d of Visitors. It should 
meet approximately annually to review the entire Navy 
program. Three-year appointments would be appropriate, 
with rotating membership. Appointments could be 
generally limited to Senators and Representatives, 
academic officials of stature, distinguished business 
leaders, and retired naval officers. (See page 17) 
(28) Establish a Secretary of the Navy Policy Board on 
Post Commissioning Education. Membership should generally 
be confined to the Secretariat, the Chief of Naval Personnel 
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The Chief of Naval Pc-;r·sonnel letter subject: "SpeciEtl Navy Post-
graduate Educational Programs" dated 14 July 1964. 
Student Attritions 1963-64. 
New Faculty Mernber•s Recruited for 1964-65. 
FY 1964 and 1965 PG Selection Board Statistics and Officer Billet 
and Inventory Requirements -- 1 January 1964. 
23. The Chief of Naval Personnel letter subject: 11 Annual Program 
Guidance" dated 3 September 1964. 
24. OPNAV Instruction 1211.6 Subject: "Identification of Un-
restricted Line Officer Subspecialty billet~ and Restricted 
Line and Staff Corps Officer billets requiring graduate level 
education" dated 22 September 1964. 
25. SECNAV Instruction 1520.4, OP-09, 7 March 1963, "Postgraduate 
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Distribution in Time of Designated BS Degr·ees ('l'e..::lHJi.cal) 
Awarded June 1961+ 
( l) 
( 2) 
2 lt 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 
Total Months at USN P. G. School 
Notes: 
(1) Did not have time for ~!asters or have B average=:: 
( 2) Transfe1·~; f t'om Engine,.jring Sci enct~S Program 
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Appendix D 
Distribution in Time of Technical MS Dc~grees 
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40 C) ()) ( 6) 8 
30 G--1 0 
20 H (J) 
,a (14) 10 s ;::; ( 1) ~ 
2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 £2) 1 20 22 24 26 28 3~5 )32 34 
Total f.Jontl1S at USN P. G. School 
Notes: 
(1) 8 MS in Hgc. p/P, 1 MS in Math 
(2) MS(EE) CEC officers with BS in EE plus B average on ent1·ance 
(3) BA/BS on entrance - MS in Oper. Analysis, Oceanography, 
Meteorology, Nuclear Eng. Effects, etc. 
( L~) Mostly transfers from Eng. Sciences curriculum 
(5) MS(Aero) with special background, outstanding students and 
no more availability 
( 6 ) MS ( EE) , /\e ro, etc . 
(7) Excluded are h MS degrees awarded to lrwtructors 
( 
1\pf;em.ilx E 
De~rees Awa1·ded at lJ. s. Naval Pos t,~1·adua te SclHJol 
lJ'J'l 1958 19')9 1')60 lt)bl 1')1,.: J ' )i) ) 
;'\V/c.ti'dS; 1958 1959 1960 1961 
-- - ~ ~6? lS!V=> J ;()- t -. . -
ri'u tal Diplomas 
of completion 624 556 1+40 2:;R3 210 1<)2 .Jd!l 
Diplomas of Cornplt:tion Distr·ibuted as Follow:..;: 
General Line 
(USN) Lj 3b 415 326 212 118 10 
Gene cal Line 
(Foreign) j2 32 34 ltj 42 lo 18 
Management(l) lOr{ 93 79 3 4 3 1 
Engineering 
Science 18 33 123 150 
Technical 
Curricula(2) 4') 16 1 22 13 10 1 ~) 
'Total Degrees 165 2iJ.9 3')9 lj. 38 :A3 j2Y 63 1) 
Degrees Dis t ri bu l...<.:;d as follow:::;: 
BA k0 
_)<- ~~1~ 
BS 1 1 do 70 110 101 12'7 
BS(Desi15) <3J 11)2 lTj 1)2 ~25 ] r ,.., ·J~ 2116 
MS('I'ech) '79 96 100 101 LlJ J _)j ljj 
MS ( lV!LSt) '{ !j :n d(:) (0 
Engineer l 
Ph.D. 1 ') ') t.: '- 1-. _) 
Nott~S: 
(1) Prior to l'JL,v-bl tnlG was a five-mcmths nc)n-uegr·f:t.:: pr·~J·::;cam. 
(2) Over· sixty ol' Li1l.:;:;e officers wece ir1 spec:1al one-yt:dr ttUtJ-
ri,__:':';ree pr·ograrns. Tl 1e maJority of the othe .r·s alrea,j., J taO one· B.~~. 
·leg:c·ee and did not rles:Lre C1 second de,_;ree at this level. 'l'en ur LJJl:: 
r~malning C·f'fi cer:c> v~t::r·e foreign officers. 
{ r 
Appendix F 
D~gr•ees Awarded at Ci vi1ian Schools 
1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1<)6 5 
Awards: 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 196lt 
'J'otal Degrees 186 166 136 lLJ2 130 1]6 .l3S1 
Degrees Distributed as F'ol1mvs: 
BA 1 1 2 1 
BS(Desig) 29 24 23 21 25 5 1 
MS(Tech) 56 60 42 lt8 24 35 1"0 _) 
MS(Mgt) 59 36 35 42 48 45 L~8 
MA 20 21 5 1~ 11 26 19 
Enginee.c 22 24 27 2\) 20 18 13 
Ph. D. 4 6 2 5 7 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
BUREAU OF NAVAL PERSONNEL 
WASH I NGTON . D.C. 20370 
Chief of Naval Personnel 
Superintendent 
U. s. Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, California 
IN R EP LY REFER TO 
Pers-C22a-hm 
8 M/\H l % 5 
Subj: Report of Secretary of the Navy's Board to Review Postgraduate 
Education of Officers 
Encl: (1) AsstSecNav Memo for the Chief of Naval Personnel dtd 15 Feb 
1965 with enclosures thereto (5 copies) 
1. Five copies of the Report of the Secretary of the Navy's Board to 
Review Postgraduate Education of Officers together with the comments 
and recommendations of the Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval 
Personnel are forwarded herewith for your information and appropriate 
action. 
2. Certain recommendations of the Board pertaining . to personnel actions 
are not included in the Report approved for official release. This 
portion of the Report will be covered by separate correspondence. 
~ ~-..__) 0/L<-<-~) 
MASON FREEMAN 
Assistant Chi ef fo r ECiu:Jati on and Training 
I 






DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
.. 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D. C . 203!50 
FEB 1 5 1965 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF NAVAL PERSONNEL 
Subj: Report of Secretary of the Navy's Board to Review 
Postgraduate Education of Officers; comments 
concerning 
Ref: (a) CNP ltr Pers-C22a-eg of 5 Jan 1965 
Encl: (1) Conwents on BuPers recommendations on the Final 
Report of the Secretary of the Navy's Board to 
Review Postgraduate Education of Officers 
(2) Copy of Final Report of the Secretary of the 
Navy's Board to Review Postgraduate Education 
of Officers 
1. Enclosure (1) contains the Secretary of the Navy's 
final action on the recommendations of the Chief of Naval 
Personnel on the subject report. 
2. Enclosure (2), forwarded herewith, is approved for 
official release and implementation of those recommendations 
approved in enclosure (1). 
Ass· ~~ 1\ennt'lh f llel rr.;, 
IS<anl Secretar;•· 
of tl li: Nwy 
( 
Report of the Secretary of the Navy's Board 
to ~eview Postgraduate Education of Officers 
Recommendations and Comments 
Recommendation 1 The Navy should establish and maintain 
a year personnel plan showing among other things, billet 
and officer requirements for postgraduate education afloat 
and ashore. 
CNP comment (1) When the report of the Combs Board is 
publi&hed a new long-range education plan will be developed. 
The Combs Report is expected to delineate present and future 
billet requirements insofar as is feasible. FUture billet 
requirements will be coordinated between th~ Active Officer 
Plans Branch and OP-100 and billet planning will be subject 
to continued updating as additional information is gained. 
SECNAV Comment (1) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation (2) These plans should be updated annually to 
ensure keeping abreast and hopefully ahead of new scientific, 
engineering and educational developments and Navy requirements. 
CNP Comment (2) The long-range plan is updated annually 
with the development of the Educational Quota Plan. In addition, 
the planwlll reflect all future requirements which are approved 
by OP-01 after submission by specialty sponsors and subspecialty 
area advisors. 
SECNAV Comment (2) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation 3 BUPers take appropriate action to order enough 
o cera o a vanced technical education and professional training 
to meet Navy requirements on a timely basis. 
CNP Comment t3) This is accomplished in accordance with the 
annual Postgradua e Education Selection Board selections as 
availability of personnel allows. The F.Y. 65 Selection Board 
filled 91% of the established quotas; however, an improvement has 
been realized by the F.Y. 66 Board which selected 96% of quotas. 
SECNAV Comment (3) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation (4) Recognize the mixed undergraduate-graduate 
mission of the Naval Postgraduate School. 
CNP Comment f4) The Chief of Naval Personnel and the 
Superintendent wi 1 continue to emphasize the essentiality of 
the undergraduate programs. 
SECNAV Comment (4) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Enclosure (1) 
5) Give further study to changing the name 
....... ,__-r--~:-:=-I::-::-.,...c~o::-ol" to reflect more clearly its true mission. 
GNP Comment t5f Public Law 303 of the 80th Congress dated 
31 July 1947 esta 1 shed the United States Naval Postgraduate 
School. Any change in this name would require congressional 
action. 
SECNAV Comment Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
I fee ere are o v advantages in retaining the present 
name of the Postgraduate School and would be hesitant to recommend 
its change without further study. 
Recommendation (6) Require the Naval Postgraduate School take 
leadership to recommend/amend curricula consistent with techno-
logical developments and Navy needs. 
GNP Comment (6) This is currently being done in cooperation 
with the sponsors and the Naval Postgraduate School. Utilization 
of future requirements mentioned in Comment 1 will provide additional 
information. 
SECNAV Comment (6) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Realize that under the stated mission graduate 
in the future. 
CNP Comment (7) Concur. 
SECNAV Comment (7} Concur. 
are permitted and probably 
Recommendation 8 It ts strongly urged that an academic pre-
se ec on screen ng and review procedure generally in accordance 
with the above plan be developed and implemented at the earliest 
possible date. 
CNP Comment (8) The system recommended by the Board may not 
be completely responsive to the problem. It places too much emphasis 
on the academic performance of the individual atthe possible expense 
of his professional performance. The Chief of Nc;ival Personnel and 
the Superintendent of the Naval Postgraduate Sch~Ql are currently 
working toward improvement of the selection p'roce.1i3S. 
SECNAV Comment (8) Concur with the Chief of~~aval Personnel. 
;\~' 
Recommendation ~9) The Chief of Naval Personnel ':~.view and amend 
BUPERS policy,n order that Detail Officers may~. e greater efforts 
to order more of the fully qualified officers wi trr'~ , bove average 




1 \\ Enclosure ( 1) 
l l~\ '\\ I,. \ .' 
I 
\ 
CNP comment (~J Concur. This problem is being carefully 
studied in :SUPers. ·,l1he situation undoubtedly will be improved 
by the offering of graduate courses which do not necessarily lead 
to advanced degrees. 
SECNAV Comment (9) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation {10) The Navy should continue its efforts to 
convince outstanding younger officers that postgraduate education 
does in fact increase their contribution to the Navy and their 
promotional potential at all levels. 
CNP Comment (lOt Concur. The importance of a postgraduate 
education and its ef ect upon promotion potential will be re-
emphasized in the annual postgraduate directive and in the Officer 
Personnel Newsletter. 
SECNAV Comment (10) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation fll) The School should continue to take positive 
action to Keepts courses up-to-date, adequate in scope and 
content to meet Navy requirements, but minimal .in total number. 
CNP Comment (11) Concur. Recommend this proposal receive 
careful consideration at the next postgraduate conference. 
SECNAV Comment (11) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation (12~ The Navy should also foresee and establish 
new curricula in t me to permit orderly preparation of courses, 
input of students, and graduation to meet new educational 
requirements. 
CNP Comment (12~ This is a continuing problem which requires 
close cooperation an effective liaison among curricula sponsors, 
the P. G. School and BuPers. 
\SECNAV Comment (12) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Reco~endation Review of curricula should include the degree 
o n er-connec on required between the technical and management 
curricula in order to meet the Navy's pressing needs for officers 
well educated for duties as technical program managers. 
CNP Comment (13~ This recommendation is directly related to 
the concept develope by the Board that technical postgraduate 
education at the P. G. School should be generally oriented 
toward basic sciences and broad engineering fields supplemented 
by education in the area of management. Specialization for the 
most part would be developed at civilian colleges. The P. G. 
School itself should comment upon this proposal and it should 
be considered at the annual P. G. conference. 
SECNAV Comment {13) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
3 Enclosure ( l ) 
' Recommendations (14t and {16} All future academic buildings should 
have some considera ly larger classrooms. 
Maximum use should be made of newer teaching techniques such 
as closed circuit TV; to further increase size of classes in the 
present facilities with no increase in faculty. 
CNP comment (14f and {16t Provision can be made in the final 
plans and specificat ons forhe first increment of construction of 
new academic facilities, for larger classrooms as recommended. 
Should further study prove larger classrooms essential, plans will 
be so modified. Concur that maximum use of newer teaching methods 
should be made. 
SECNAV Comment (14) and (16) Concur with the Chief of Naval 
Personnel. 
Recommendation (15) Modifications to present buildings should 
proVide for ~ classrooms wherever feasible. 
CNP Comment ~15) A thorough study and an MCON item will be 
required where ex ensive modifications of existing buildings are 
necessary to provide larger classrooms. 
SECNAV Comment {15) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation tl7) Take appropriate steps to insure that each 
officer spendshe minimum time at the Naval Postgraduate School 
commensurate with the overall needs of the Navy for postgraduate 
education. 
CNP Comment (17) Concur. Implementation of recommendations 
6, 7, 11, and 18 should aid in attaining this objective. 
SECNAV Comment (17) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation (18) The Chief of Naval Personnel should require 
the School to propose a variety of non-degree programs to be available 
to officers at all stages of their careers. 
CNP Comment (18t Concur. This recommendation should be 
discussed at the nex Postgraduate Conference. Its implementation 
is directly related to valid requirements. 
SECNAV Comment (18) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation (19) Review the plan for input of officers to the 
Naval Postgraduate School and civilian universities and revise it 
so that they are assigned at the earliest feasible point in their 
careers. A few highly selected officers should be assigned upon 
graduation for no longer than approximately nine months work 
leading to MS degrees. Other officers should be assigned after 
4 
Enclosure (1) 
3 to 5 years (maxlmum) following graduation depending on code 
designation and service need, but with emphasis on earliest feasible 
assignment to postgraduate studies. 
CNP Comment il9) This recommendation is presently being 
implemented in aarge measure by the Burke and special Ph.D. 
programs. It will be further strengthened by the new NROTC graduate 
program. This recommendation should not operate to deny p. g. 
education to those officers who cannot be assigned to the p. g. 
school during their first tour of shore duty. career and manning 
level implications must always be considered in the implementation 
of this recommendation. 
SECNAV Comment (19} Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
unusua 
Continue to require a MS thesis, except for 
¥ ances. · 
CNP Comment (20) Concur. 
SECNAV Comment (20) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation 
progress ve y 
Send some students (about 
to civilian universities. 
sending 
curricula 
CNP Comment (21) and (22} Concur in principle. At the present 
time about 21~ of students In technical p.g. curricula are assigned 
to civilian universities. OUr planning, based on the Cook Board 
report, provides for 30%aC the technical p.g. students to be in 
civilian universities, in F.Y. 1969. Itmay be necessary to make 
slight modifications to existing plans~ 25% of each discipline is 
to be enrolled in civilian institutions. 
SECNAV Comment (21) and (22} Concur with the Chief of Naval 
Personnel. 
Recommendation~3f The Navy obtain the appropriations necessary 
for the above lis ed military construction items at the earliest 
possible date. 
CNP Comment (23) Efforts are being made to get approval of 
funds required for new academic facilities. 





Recommendation (24) Urgent consideration should be given to problems 
of funding current and future maintenance of ground and buildings • 
. 
CNP Comment (21t} The Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks will be 
informed of this recommendation. 
SECNAV Comment (21~) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation (25f The Comptroller operations be reviewed about 
one year from now o check on status, progress, and possible problem 
areas. 
CNP Comment (25) Concur. 
SECNAV Comment (25) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Continue to foster an increase in the quality 
research conducted at the U. s. Naval Postgraduate 
CNP Comment (26) Concur in principle. This recommendati1on will 
be implemented. 
SECNAV Comment (26) Concur with the Chief of Naval Personnel. 
Recommendation f27) The Navy should establish a survey Board on 
Post Commission ng Education to function generally similar to the 
Naval Academy's Board of Visitors. It should meet approximately 
annually to review the entire Navy program. Three-year appointments 
would be appropriate, with rotating membership. Appointments could 
be generally limited to senators and Representatives, academic 
officials of stature, distinguished business leaders, and retired 
naval officers. 
CNP Comment (27t Concur that such a board be established. 
Biennial reviews ofhe entire Navy program will be more suitable 
than yearly reviews. 
SECNAV Comment t27) Concur. The Chief of Naval Personnel is 
requested to orlgina e correspondence to the Secretary of Defense 
requesting the formal establishment of this Advisory Board. 
Recommendation Establish a Secretary of the Navy Policy Board 
on Post Comm ss on ng Education. Membership should generally be 
confined to the Secretariat, the Chief of Naval Personnel and other 
senior active duty Flag Officers. 
CNP Comment (28) Do not concur. The functions visualized for 
this board are presently being performed by a variety of methods. 
CUrrently, there is no demonstrated need for a formal board to 
perform any or all of these functions. 
SECNAV Comment J28) Concur that the formal establishment of such 
a Policy BOard is h t required. The recommended membership already 
review and establish the policy for the Postgraduate School. ' 
6 Enclosure (1) 
